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Conf: Everglades Report - Peer Review

From: Bill Green billg@hgss.com

Date: Friday, October 13, 2000 01:53 PM

Garth W. Redfield, Ph.D.
Lead Environmental Scientist
Water Resources Evaluation Department
South Florida Water Management District
3301 Gun Club Road
West Palm Beach, FL 33416

Re: Draft 2001 Everglades Consolidated Report/Comments on Behalf of Sugar Cane
Growers Cooperative of Florida

Dear Dr. Redfield:

This letter follows up verbal and written comments by Tetra Tech, Exponent and
myself presented on behalf of Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida at the Peer
Review Panel Workshop held in West Palm Beach last week, regarding the above
referenced report. I believe that our position can be summarized as follows:

1) Everglades water quality restoration goals should be adjusted to include the
establishment of a nutrient gradient and associated ecology in areas downstream of
the Stormwater Treatment Areas (STAs) now under construction. For this to happen,
Florida’s narrative nutrient rule needs to be interpreted in such a way that (a)
remaining natural areas are protected from phosphorus induced imbalances of flora
& fauna, and (b) “already impacted areas”
can be utilized for gradient ecology purposes. If the numerical criterion set for
natural areas is roughly in the 10ppb to 20ppb range, a higher range of values will
need to be set for “gradient ecology areas.”

2) An independent advantage of allowing for gradient ecology is that such areas
currently have the lowest methyl mercury contamination levels, attributed in part to
higher phosphorus levels seen in those areas.

3) The Everglades Forever Act directs the South Florida Water Management District
to evaluate the costs and benefits of further phosphorus reductions. However, no
such analysis appears in the report. We urge the Peer Review Panel to recognize this
oversight and to recommend that both the benefits and potential detriments of
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further phosphorus reductions to fish and wildlife be explicitly addressed. We believe
this should be focused on whether, in light of
the gradient ecology and mercury factors, STA discharges should be permitted to
occur at the design phosphorus concentration of 50 ppb, or at some lower level.

4) We also suggest that caution be applied to the research hypothesis that EAA
sulfate may enhance mercury methylation at certain concentrations in certain areas
of the Everglades. While hypotheses such as that formulated by Dr. Gilmour are a
valuable component of scientific research, they should not be assumed true until
proven. This is especially the case for the sulfate hypothesis which is both contrary
to what has been observed in other wetlands and is based on limited data over a
wide geographical region. In contrast, an inverse relationship of phosphorus and
mercury in fish is apparent in water bodies throughout the country and other parts of
the
world, such as Scandinavia.

On behalf of the Cooperative and myself, I wish to thank you and the Panel for the
attention you continue to give to these matters, and for the courtesies extended to
us last week.

Very Truly yours,

William H. Green
Counsel for Sugar Cane
Growers Cooperative of
Florida
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